Purpose -LibQUALþw allows users to rate their minimum, perceived, and desired levels of service for 22 items in three dimensions: information control, library as place, and service affect. Using the results from the 2005 survey at the University of Texas at Austin, this paper aims to examine how well the service priorities of library staff are aligned with the priorities of undergraduates, graduate students, and faculty. Design/methodology/approach -The paper has re-scaled the "desired" score for each item to reflect the degree to which the item is above or below the average desired level for that individual. The rescaled scores (termed "priority" scores) for the 22 items were then compared between the four groups using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Findings -Preliminary results indicate that service priorities for library staff align more closely with those of undergraduates than with those of graduate students and faculty. Practical implications -This analysis is a first step in identifying service priority gaps between library staff and the users they serve. The intention is to promote discussion among library staff about users' needs and how closely staff service priorities align with those needs. In addition, the findings may prove useful as management information by allowing the analysis of users' service priorities and integrating the results of this analysis into organizational decision making and planning processes. Originality/value -This paper describes a development of LibQUALþw that enables a greater depth of understanding of service priorities.
Introduction
Academic libraries provide content and services core to the research, teaching, and learning missions of their parent colleges and universities. These libraries provide fodder for faculty and student research, as well as valuable workspace for the advancement and transmission of knowledge. As users' information-seeking behaviors and service preferences have evolved over time, academic libraries and their staff have adjusted service and content delivery methods. A recent study by the Online Computer Library Center (OCLC), however, suggests that a dissonance exists between the services and content provided by libraries and those desired and most frequently used by users seeking information (De Rosa et al., 2004) . In a follow-up survey conducted to discover how libraries fit into the lives of information seekers, OCLC found "trends toward increased information self-service and seamlessness" (De Rosa, 2005) via increased reliance on online information resources on the part of respondents, and more glaringly, that libraries' share of this unmediated information service environment was well behind that of non-library competitors.
College students reported a similar, although less exaggerated, orientation to their information-seeking behaviors, giving higher favorability ratings to the information available in search engines than to either libraries' physical or online offerings. When asked about their actual usage of electronic information resources, college students reported substantially higher usage of search engines than library web sites; and when asked how they learn about electronic information resources, asking a friend (67 percent) and following links from a found web site (61 percent) easily outpaced asking a librarian (33 percent) or consulting a library web site (36 percent) (De Rosa, 2005) . Facing an identifiable gap between the services and content offered and what at least one group of users are choosing to use to find information, academic libraries might ask if their organizational service priorities, and specifically the priorities of library staff, are adequately aligned with those of their users.
Much has been written about the provision of customer service in libraries, about libraries remaining relevant to users, about measuring user perceptions of service quality, and the opinions of librarians regarding the best methods for responding to changes in user behavior [1] . But studies addressing the relative service priorities of library users and library staff are fewer; these (Crawford et al., 1998) are summarized below. Edwards and Browne (1995) conducted a study investigating if librarians and faculty differ in how they view the quality of information services. A total of 300 faculty members and 55 librarians at four universities in Australia were surveyed regarding indicators of quality; findings showed that while librarians in the sample reported a relatively accurate perception of overall user expectations, they underestimated faculty expectations "about computer-based services, responsiveness in obtaining material, timeliness of service, and the arrangement of materials." Librarians overestimated faculty expectations pertaining to the importance of faculty/librarian relationships and user education programming.
The New Zealand University Libraries Effectiveness Study (NZULES) addressed the question of whether there are different perceptions of effectiveness among the various stakeholders of seven university libraries in New Zealand. Stakeholders were identified as university administrators, senior library staff, other library staff, academic staff, graduate students, and undergraduates. Survey responses were ranked and compared across stakeholder groups. Responses for senior and other library staff had the highest correlation. Responses for senior library staff and other library staff had more moderate correlations with academic staff, graduate students, and undergraduates. Library staff in general placed service and management issues at or near the top of the list, while academic staff rated issues "relating to expert assistance most highly, and [had] a major concern about intellectual access." Graduate students focused on library access and access to materials, while undergraduates' concerns centered on the study environment, access to information, and equipment (Cullen and Calvert, 1995) .
A study conducted at Glasgow Caledonian University and inspired by NZULES set out to create a set of user-centered performance measures to be used in British academic libraries to improve customer service. Results indicated that each stakeholder group had its own service preferences, but when viewing the ranking of all stakeholders ". . . it is noticeable that some issues which are traditionally regarded as important by librarians were rated lowly" by other stakeholders. "Staff consistently felt that the capabilities and qualifications of library staff were very important; however, small proportions of stakeholders agreed that the expertise of service desk staff (19 percent), the proportion of staff with professional credentials (13 percent), and the level of staff training and development (24 percent) were 'very important'" (Crawford et al., 1998) .
Taken together, the results of these studies suggest that academic library staff tend to place very high importance on the quality of mediated service interactions, while users may be placing a higher priority on easy access to quality content. Identifying such misalignments can provide useful direction for creating and maintaining service profiles that more closely map to users' stated needs, and thus lead to better support for the research, teaching, and learning missions of parent institutions. Discovering such misalignments in service priorities between library staff and their users can also provide important management information useful for staff development and resource allocation purposes. The current study opens an investigation of potential misalignments between academic library staff and their three primary user groups (faculty, graduate students, and undergraduates), using a sample from the University of Texas at Austin 2005 LibQUALþw data. 
Methods

Sample
Measures
LibQUALþw is a set of services constructed in response to the Association of Research Libraries' (ARL's) New Measures Initiative. It is an assessment tool for collecting and analyzing customer perceptions of service quality in three areas: affect of service (questions in this category relate to the attitudes and abilities of employees when assisting others); library as place (questions in this category relate to the library facilities and use of space)l and information control (questions in this category focus on collection breadth and scope, the ability of respondents to find information on their own, and the Libraries success in providing information) (Cook et al., 2006) .
The survey consists of 22 service statements and a comment box. Respondents are asked to rate each service indicator on three levels (the minimum level of quality that is Getting our priorities in order acceptable, the desired level of quality, and the current perceived level of service quality) using a Likert scale of 1-9 (see Appendix 1, Figure A1 for sample survey).
Preliminary analysis
The minimum, perceived, and desired ratings may be used to calculate two kinds of gap scores. The adequacy gap is the difference between a person's minimum level of acceptable service and their perceived rating; the superiority gap is the difference between a person's perceived rating and their desired level of service. A preliminary step in our analysis was to examine the adequacy gap values separately for each of the four user groups using a "gap analysis chart" method developed by the Clemson University Libraries (see Appendix 2, Figure A2 for a sample gap chart). If an adequacy gap is greater than 1.0, the service is perceived at a level above the minimum and is in medium shading on the chart. If the adequacy gap value is negative, the perceived level of service has fallen below the minimum acceptable level; those areas are in dark shading. Services with an adequacy gap below one, and with values that have declined over two or more years, are in light shading, indicating areas of potential danger. In addition to examining the adequacy gaps, we also ranked each item according to its "desired mean," or average level of desired quality, within each user group. For example, in 2005 faculty reported a desired mean score of 8.67 for "Print and/or electronic journal collections I require for my work," a desired mean of 8.62 for "Making electronic resources accessible from my home or office," and 8.37 for "A library web site enabling me to locate information on my own." These three items had the highest desired means for faculty in 2005; accordingly, their respective desired mean rankings are 1, 2 and 3 (Cook et al., 2005) .
The difference in the desired mean rankings between the user groups in 2005 caught our attention. For faculty and graduate students, eight out of the top ten ranked items were in the information control area. For undergraduates, half fell into information control, while the others were scattered through other areas. For library staff, however, the majority of the top ten items fell into affect of service. This apparent divergence between how library staff and user groups rank the relative importance of the survey items, and thus the services represented by those items, led us to question whether these apparent differences in priorities were statistically significant.
In order to perform statistical analysis on the data, it was necessary to define the service priorities of each individual respondent. To do so, we re-scaled each respondent's desired score for each item to reflect the degree to which the item was above or below the average desired level across all items for that respondent.
As an illustration, suppose that Betty, a member of the library staff, has very high expectations for every item on the survey; her average desired score across all 22 items is 8.8. However, Betty rates some items as more important than others. For example, her desired score for the library as place item "comfortable and inviting location" is only a 7, while her desired score for the affect of service item "employees who deal with users in a caring fashion" is a 9. Betty places a higher priority on caring for users than in creating an inviting atmosphere. When Betty's scores are re-scaled around her individual mean of 8.8, her new scores are 2 1.8 for inviting location, indicating that it is a below-average personal priority, and þ 0.2 for caring for users, indicating that it is an above-average personal priority.
By re-scaling scores around each respondent's personal average, we created a personal priority index (hereafter termed the "priority score") that eliminated individual differences in absolute standards and allowed comparisons of relative standards across items. These priority scores were subjected to the final statistical analysis, as discussed below.
Results
Across the sample, average priority scores for each item ranged from a low of 2 1.94 (for the library as place item "community space for group learning and group study") to a high of þ 0.74 (for the information control item "a library web site enabling me to locate information on my own"). Table I shows the average scores for each item. In general, we refer to items with scores between^0.10 as being an "average" priority, scores between^0.50 as being a "moderately" high or low priority, and scores abovê 0.50 as being a "very" high or low priority. Accordingly, group learning space is, on average across all groups, a very low priority, while a library web site is a very high priority.
Mean Standard deviation
Information 
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The priority scores for the 22 items were compared between the user groups using a repeated-measures analysis of variance (MANOVA), with item as a within-subjects factor with 22 levels, and group as a between-subjects factor with four levels. Mauchly's test indicated that the sphericity assumption underlying repeated-measures ANOVA was violated for this sample. Accordingly, we report the Wilks' Lamba multivariate F-test, which does not require the sphericity assumption. Overall, there was a significant main effect of item, F (21, 823Þ ¼ 19:37, p , 0:001, indicating that the 22 items differed in their average priorities, as well as a significant group by item interaction, F (63, 2,457Þ ¼ 6:23, p , 0:001, indicating that the four user groups tended to differentially prioritize at least some items. As described above, priority scores were created by centering each item for a particular individual on that individual's mean; accordingly, the mean for each individual across the 22 new priority scores was zero. Consequently, multivariate means for each group were also zero, rendering the multivariate main effect of group irrelevant.
To determine which items contributed to the group by item interaction, we performed follow-up univariate tests of the effect of group for each item. Significant univariate tests were followed by post hoc pairwise comparisons to compare the library staff to each of the other three groups.
Information control
Univariate tests for information control were significant for seven of the eight items. The single non-significant item was "modern equipment that lets me easily access the information I need." Differences between library staff and the other groups for the seven items are shown in Figure 1 . Overall, library staff tended to set a lower priority on Information Control items than did graduate students and faculty, while prioritizing the items similarly to undergraduates.
For "easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 4:64, p , 0:01, staff (mean ¼ 0:17) prioritized the item lower than faculty (mean ¼ 0:81, p , 0:05), marginally lower than graduate students (mean ¼ 0:66, p ¼ 0:06), and similarly to undergraduates. For "making information easily accessible for independent use," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 3:04, p , 0:05, staff (mean ¼ 0:03) prioritized the item significantly lower than both faculty (mean ¼ 0:72, p , 0:01) and graduate students (mean ¼ 0:55, p , 0:05), but similarly to undergraduates. For "making electronic resources accessible from my home or office," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 17:27, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:52) rated the item significantly lower than all three groups, faculty (mean ¼ 1:33, p , 0:001), graduate students (mean ¼ 0:96, p , 0:001), and undergraduates (mean ¼ 0:55, p , 0:001). For "a library web site enabling me to locate information on my own," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 11:52, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 0:44) prioritized the item lower than faculty (mean ¼ 1:18, p , 0:01) and graduate students (mean ¼ 0:94, p , 0:05), but similarly to undergraduates. For "modern equipment that lets me easily access the information I need," there were no differences, F (3, 843Þ ¼ 1:53, ns. For "print and/or electronic journal collections I require for my work," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 26:42, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:42) prioritized the item lower than both faculty (mean ¼ 1:02, p , 0:001) and graduate students (mean ¼ 0:82, p , 0:001), but similarly to undergraduates. For "the printed library materials I need for my work," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 11:46, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 0:17) prioritized the item similarly to faculty and graduate students, but higher than undergraduate students (mean ¼ 20:55, p , 0:05). For "the electronic information resources I need," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 21:86, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 0:28) prioritized the item similarly to undergraduates, but lower than both faculty (mean ¼ 1:17, p , 0:001) and graduate students (mean ¼ 1:03, p , 0:01).
Affect of service
Across the nine affect of service items, five had significant univariate tests, and one was marginally significant. Where there were significant differences, library staff tended to prioritize these items more highly than the other groups. Non-significant items were "Employees who deal with users in a caring fashion," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 1:62, ns, "willingness to help users," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 1:14, ns, and dependability in handling users' service problems," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 1:66, ns. For "readiness to respond to users' questions," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 2:48, p ¼ 0:06, the univariate test was only marginally significant, and there were no significant differences between library staff and the other three groups. Two other items had significant univariate tests, indicating differences in priorities between at least two of the four groups, but those differences were not between the library staff and the other three groups: "employees who understand the needs of their Getting our priorities in order users," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 3:90, p , 0:01, and "employees who have the knowledge to answer user questions," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 2:72, p , 0:05.
Only three items had both significant univariate tests and significant pairwise comparisons between library staff and the other groups. Results for these items are shown in Figure 2 . For "employees who instill confidence in users," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 5:78, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 0:36) prioritized the item marginally higher than faculty (mean ¼ 20:27, p ¼ 0:07) and significantly higher than both graduate students (mean ¼ 20:65, p , 0:01) and undergraduates (mean ¼ 2 0.82, p , 0:001). For "giving users individual attention," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 9:72, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:30) prioritized the item similarly to faculty, but more highly than graduate students (mean ¼ 21:22, p , 0:01) and marginally higher than undergraduates (mean ¼ 20:90, p ¼ 0:07). For "employees who are consistently courteous," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 6:21, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 0:64) prioritized the item similarly to faculty and graduate students, but marginally higher than undergraduates (mean ¼ 0:20, p ¼ 0:07).
Library as place
All five library as place items showed significant univariate tests of differences between groups, as shown in Figure 3 . Overall, library staff tended to prioritize Figure 2 . Affect of service priority scores for each group these items more highly than faculty, similarly to graduate students, and lower than undergraduate students. For "a getaway for study, learning, or research," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 28:14, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:01) prioritized the item higher than faculty (mean ¼ 21:42, p , 0:001), but similarly to graduate students and undergraduates. For "library space that inspires study and learning," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 18:18, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:22) prioritized the item higher than faculty (mean ¼ 20:93, p , 0:05), similarly to graduate students, and lower than undergraduates (mean ¼ 0:51, p , 0:05). For "quiet space for individual activities," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 38:19, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:09) rated the item higher than faculty (mean ¼ 21:61, p , 0:001), similarly to graduate students, and marginally lower than undergraduates (mean ¼ 0:51, p ¼ 0:07). For "a comfortable and inviting location," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 10:31, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 20:07) prioritized the item similarly to faculty and graduate students, but marginally lower than undergraduates (mean ¼ 0:45, p ¼ 0:07). Finally, for "community space for group learning and group study," F (3, 843Þ ¼ 56:55, p , 0:001, staff (mean ¼ 21:15) rated the item similarly to undergraduates, but higher than faculty (mean ¼ 24:04, p , 0:001) and marginally higher than graduate students (mean ¼ 22:00, p ¼ 0:07). 
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Discussion
The most substantive result of this analysis is that library staff set a lower priority on several information control items than do users. Specifically, staff prioritized the items "easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own," "a library web site enabling me to locate information on my own," "making information easily accessible for independent use," and "the electronic information resources I need" lower than faculty and graduate students, and the item "making electronic resources accessible from my home or office" lower than all three user groups. This misalignment of service priorities is potentially problematic when viewed in conjunction with how these users report they use library and non-library resources when seeking information.
In 2005, 81 percent of the University of Texas at Austin faculty, graduate students, and undergraduates reported using Google, Yahoo!, or other non-library information gateways daily, versus only 16 percent for resources found in the physical library, and 32 percent for resources found via a library web site (Cook et al., 2005) . Users more often choose search engines over libraries or library web sites to begin information searches, and they rate search engines higher than librarians on the quality and quantity of information found (De Rosa, 2005) . In general, users clearly prioritize the ability to engage in self-directed information seeking on their own terms, utilizing easy-to-use online information resources. The misalignment between library staff and users in terms of the prioritization of information control is a cause for concern. If library staff do not set a high priority upon meeting users' evolving needs and desires in this area, academic libraries will find it increasingly difficult to remain relevant to users who will continue to pursue non-library alternatives.
Although library staff priorities tended to align more consistently with the other groups on affect of service items, staff prioritized the item "employees who instill confidence in users" higher than all three groups, and "giving users individual attention" and "employees who are consistently courteous" similarly to faculty, but higher than graduate students and undergraduates. That library staff place a high priority on courteous, high quality service interactions is not surprising, and if anything should be seen as positive confirmation of their commitment to serving users well. But when viewed with the aforementioned misalignments on several information control items, these differences in affect of service priorities provide some confirmation that users are more concerned with unmediated access to quality, easy-to-use content and less on in-person, one-on-one interactions with library staff. Echoing Edwards and Browne, we see that users are more focused on getting the information they need and less worried about the attributes of the staff providing library services.
On library as place items, library staff tended to prioritize higher than faculty, similarly to graduate students, and lower than undergraduates. Staff prioritized all but one item, "a comfortable and inviting location," higher than faculty. On four of five items, library staff prioritized similarly to graduates students, with the exception of "a community space for group learning and group study," which staff prioritized marginally higher. Staff prioritized the items "library space that inspires study and learning" lower than undergraduates and "quiet space for individual activities" and "a comfortable and inviting location" marginally lower. These results clearly reflect the disparate ways in which our core user groups tend to utilize our physical facilities. Faculty members often view our facilities as warehouses for content -the fodder for furthering their research and teaching. Undergraduates often view our physical spaces as workspace, and prioritize comfortable space that inspires learning. Graduate students tend to straddle both views -they value the content necessary for successful research, but also use the library as workspace. Although library staff priorities are marginally misaligned on multiple library as place items, these results should serve as a reminder for both staff and library managers of just how differently our core user groups prioritize service when it comes to library facilities.
Referring to the 1993 NZULES study, states that " [l] ibrary staff again demonstrate their desire to be responsive to user needs . . . But their aspirations and their perceptions of what users want are not close to reality." While our results do not indicate anything close to a break with reality between library staff and our core user groups, we do see indications of misalignment between the service priorities of staff and those of users in various contexts, especially in the area of information control. When viewed with the less pronounced but evident misalignment on some affect of service items, this incongruity might cause concern in light of how users report they actually use library and non-library resources when seeking information. It seems library staff have not yet internalized the extent to which many users prioritize unmediated access to easy-to-use, quality content and services and de-emphasize traditional mediated interactions with library staff. This poses a challenge for library leadership to work with staff to better align organizational service priorities with evolving user needs and demonstrated behaviors. The job of aligning staff and user service priorities is complicated by the disparate, and sometimes conflicting, service priorities of our core user groups, especially faculty and undergraduates in terms of how they use both our physical facilities and deep research collections.
Limitations
This analysis rests on the assumptions that users' desired scores on the LibQUALþw survey can be used to indicate the relative importance of a survey item (and the service that item represents), as well as the basis of a ranking of users' service priorities. The survey instrument does not ask respondents to prioritize the items in order of importance, thus our creation of a priority index based on desired mean rankings.
Other possible limitations include the sample size of library staff included in the analysis and the point of view staff take when responding to the survey. In 2005, the University of Texas Libraries employed 138 professional staff and 298 support staff. A total of 49 library staff submitted usable surveys (8.9 percent of total library staff; 5.7 percent of total usable surveys submitted). Given the low response rate for library staff, it is possible that results were affected by some type of response bias. For example, it may be that only staff most committed to high-quality service were motivated to respond to the survey. However, such a bias would more likely impact absolute desired ratings and would less likely impact the relative priorities used in this analysis. When library staff are sent an e-mail request to respond to the survey, they are asked "to complete the survey and let us know how you think we are meeting our users' expectations in these areas." It is unclear whether staff choose to respond from a user's point of view or from that of a service provider. It is also unclear if this difference in point of view would significantly affect desired ratings given a library staff member's dual roles as both information provider and consumer. Is it possible for library staff to Getting our priorities in order successfully distinguish between these roles? There is much evidence that we all suffer from the inability to eliminate this type of bias from our interpretation of information (Cram, 1999 quoting Messick and Sentis, 1979; Messick, 1995; Bazerman et al., 1997) .
Future research
An obvious direction for extending this analysis is to investigate whether these results can be generalized across the entire Association of Research Libraries (ARL) cohort. Are the misalignments in service priorities evident in the University of Texas Libraries data reflected in the ARL cohort data for the same survey administration? If so, library leaders might do well to re-evaluate their understanding of the service priorities of library staff in academic libraries across North America, their relationship to the priorities of their core users, and to academic libraries' ability to support the teaching, learning, and research missions of their parent institutions.
It might also be useful to extend the analysis historically to investigate any possible divergence of service priorities between staff and users over time. Are the service priorities of staff and users diverging over time? If so, is this divergence accelerating as user desires and behaviors rapidly evolve? What implications would results of this nature have on future staff development considerations on the part of library leaders? Several years of survey data at both the local and cohort levels are available for attempting such an analysis.
Finally, any analysis of the alignment of staff and user service priorities, especially one that purports to indicate some misalignment between the two, begs the question of whether there are circumstances when staff service priorities need not necessarily align with those of users. Should users' service priorities necessarily drive organizational service priorities, and thus those of staff, for academic libraries? Many library leaders have answered this question affirmatively, and the creation and large-scale implementation of user-centered quality assessment tools like LibQUALþw show widely held support for utilizing users' service preferences in administrative decision making and resource planning. A productive next step would be for library leaders to use the information gained by identifying misalignments in priorities between staff and users to adjust service profiles to better meet users' needs and preferences. Library leaders should provide clear direction and support for staff development efforts to help bridge any identifiable gaps between the services prioritized by users and library staff. Appropriately aligning staff service priorities with those of users is a necessary step for academic libraries to better engage the research, teaching, and learning missions of their parent institutions.
Note
1. Items on customer satisfaction are: Altman and Hernon (1998); Bessler (1994) ; Hernon and Whitman (2001) ; Leonicio (2001); Quinn (1997) ; Soete (1998); and Weingand (1997) . Items remaining relevant to users are: Anwar (2005); Ferguson and Bunge (1997) ; Lougee (2002) ; Rice-Lively and Racine (1997); Rieh (1999); and Simmons-Welburn (2000) . Items on user perceptions of service quality are: Baker and Wilfrid (1991) ; Calvert and Hernon (1997); Carnovsky (1959) ; Cook and Heath (2001); Cook (2002) ; Du Mont and Du Mont (1979); Hernon and Altman (1998); Nitecki and Hernon (2000) ; Nitecki (1997) ; Parasuraman et al. (1985) ; Zeithaml et al. (1990); and Van House and Childers (1990) . Items on responding to changes in user behavior are: Ferguson (2000) ; Hirshon (1996) ; Maness (2006) ; Stern (2002); Troll (2001) .
